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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Claim 5 is the only claim still pending after the above amendments. The remaining 
claims have been canceled without prejudice. Claim 5 was rejected as unpatentable over 
McClellan in view of Von Hoessle et al. and Pauley et al. 

The Office Action asserts that it would have been obvious to have used the sized 
paperboard of Pauley to make a forming tube as taught by McClellan for the purpose of 
rendering the tube impervious to Uquid but pervious to vapor (see Pauley at col. 6, lines 50-54) 
so that the glass fibers dry faster as taught by Von Hoessle et al. The Office Action further 
asserts that it would have been obvious to omit the silicone release coating disclosed in 
McClellan. 

Applicant respectfully disagrees with the reasoning as to why it would have been obvious 
to omit McClellan' s silicone release coating. The Office Action apparently reasons that when 
McClellan is modified as taught by Von Hoessle and Pauley, such that the forming tube is 
constructed of sized paperboard, there would be motivation to omit McClellan' s siHcone release 
coating because Von Hoessle unwinds the glass fiber from the exterior of the tube and does not 
require a release coating. 

As a first point, Applicant still disagrees that Von Hoessle and Pauley would have 
suggested modifying McClellan to make the forming tube from sized paperboard. Applicant 
reiterates and incorporates by reference herein the remarks in the Amendment filed on October 
20, 2005, as to why a person of ordinary skill in the art would not have been led to make a 
forming tube from sized paperboard. Briefly restated, the person would have known from 
McClellan that a paperboard forming tube requires a silicon release coating, which is known to 
be impervious to vapors — ^thus, the person would not have chosen to make a forming tube from 
sized paperboard. 

However, even if there were a suggestion to make a paperboard forming tube, Von 
Hoessle does not provide a suggestion to omit McClellan' s silicone release coating. Whether the 
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glass fibers are unwound fi*om the exterior of the tube as in Von Hoessle, or the tube is removed 
from the glass cake and the fibers are unwound from the inside of the cake as in McClellan, in 
either case the fibers must be detached from the exterior surface of the tube. McClellan teaches 
that a release coating is needed on his paperboard forming tube to allow ready detachment of the 
fibers. Von Hoessle may be able to get away without a release coating, but Von Hoessle' s tube 
is not paperboard — ^it is ceramic . 

For a paperboard tube, McClellan clearly teaches the need for a silicone release coating . 
Omitting such a release coating from a paperboard tube is not taught or suggested by the 
references. Accordingly, Claim 5 is submitted to be patentable. 

Based on the above remarks, Applicant respectfiiUy submits that the application is in 
condition for allowance. 
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